
Free w
ill &

 divine 
foreknow

ledge



B
ut there’s also another connection b

etw
een free w

ill and
 d

iscussions of the existence and
 nature 

of G
od

. This connection com
es not from

 the existence of evil, b
ut rather from

 a trad
itional attrib

ute 
of G

od
: G

od
’s om

niscience and
, in p

articular, G
od

’s know
led

ge of future events.

The selection w
e read

 for tod
ay, from

 Jonathan E
d

w
ard

s, can b
e seen as an attem

p
t to show

 that 
there is a kind

 of conflict b
etw

een d
ivine foreknow

led
ge and

 our having free w
ill.

R
em

em
b

er that the free w
ill d

efense given in rep
ly to the argum

ent from
 evil req

uires an 
incom

p
atib

ilist, rather than a com
p

atib
ilist, view

 of free w
ill. In this sense, there is a close 

connection b
etw

een the m
ain argum

ent against the existence of G
od

 and
 the top

ic of free w
ill.



The selection w
e read

 for tod
ay, from

 Jonathan E
d

w
ard

s, can b
e seen as an attem

p
t to show

 that 
there is a kind

 of conflict b
etw

een d
ivine foreknow

led
ge and

 our having free w
ill.

E
d

w
ard

s lays out his argum
ent in four num

b
ered

 p
aragrap

hs, each of w
hich corresp

ond
s to a p

rem
ise in 

his argum
ent. The first is this one:

In other w
ord

s:

1. W
e have no choice ab

out p
ast events.



1. W
e have no choice ab
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ast events.

W
hat is E

d
w

ard
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    actions.



E
d

w
a

rd
s
’ a

rg
u

m
e

n
t fo

r th
e

 in
c

o
m

p
a

tib
ility

 o
f fre

e
 w

ill a
n

d
 d

iv
in

e
 fo

re
k

n
o

w
le

d
g

e

1. W
e have no choice ab

out p
ast events.

2. In the p
ast, G

od
 had

 foreknow
led

ge of our future 
    actions.

3. W
e have no choice ab

out G
od

’s know
ing that in 

    the future I w
ill p

erform
 a certain action.



E
d

w
a

rd
s
’ a

rg
u

m
e

n
t fo

r th
e

 in
c

o
m

p
a

tib
ility

 o
f fre

e
 w

ill a
n

d
 d

iv
in

e
 fo

re
k

n
o

w
le

d
g

e

1. W
e have no choice ab
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2. In the p
ast, G

od
 had

 foreknow
led

ge of our future 
    actions.

A
s elsew

here, E
d

w
ard

s is using “necessary” to m
ean, in p

art “b
eyond

 our control” or “som
ething w

e d
on’t have 

any choice ab
out.” If w

e focus on this, then E
d

w
ard

s’ p
oint here looks very sim

ilar to one of the key p
rem

ises in the 
conseq

uence argum
ent for the incom

p
atib

ilism
 of free w

ill and
 d

eterm
inism

: the no choice p
rincip

le.

4. If w
e have no choice ab

out p
, and

 no choice 
    ab

out the fact that if p
, then q

, then w
e have no 

    choice ab
out q

.

3. W
e have no choice ab

out G
od

’s know
ing that in 

    the future I w
ill p

erform
 a certain action.
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out p
, and
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    ab
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, then q

, then w
e have no 

    choice ab
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There is one m
ore p

rem
ise in E

d
w

ard
s’ argum

ent 
w

hich need
s d

iscussion.

3. W
e have no choice ab

out G
od

’s know
ing that in 

    the future I w
ill p

erform
 a certain action.
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3. W
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out G
od
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erform
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2. In the p
ast, G

od
 had

 foreknow
led

ge of our future 
    actions.

4. If w
e have no choice ab

out p
, and

 no choice 
    ab

out the fact that if p
, then q

, then w
e have no 

    choice ab
out q

.

E
d

w
ard

s is saying that there is an in
d

is
s
o

lu
b

le
 connection b

etw
een som

ething b
eing know

n, and
 its b

eing 
true. A

n ind
issolub

le connection is one that cannot b
e b

roken - i.e., a connection w
hich is im

p
ossib

le to 
b

reak. A
nother w

ay to p
ut this is to say that the connection b

etw
een som

ething b
eing know

n and
 its b

eing 
true is a necessary one.

For our p
urp

oses, w
hat is im

p
ortant is that if s

o
m

e
th

in
g

 is
 a

 n
e

c
e

s
s
a

ry
 tru

th
, it is

 n
o

t s
o

m
e

th
in

g
 th

a
t w

e
 

h
a

v
e

 a
n

y
 c

h
o

ic
e

 a
b

o
u

t. W
e d

on’t, for exam
p

le, have any choice ab
out the fact that there are no round

 
sq

uares -- and
 this is p

recisely b
ecause it is im

p
ossib

le for there to b
e any round

 sq
uares. A

nd
 this is just 

another w
ay of saying that it is a necessary truth that there aren’t any.

3. W
e have no choice ab

out G
od

’s know
ing that in 

    the future I w
ill p

erform
 a certain action. (1,2)
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p
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le for there to b
e any round
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uares. A

nd
 this is just 
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ay of saying that it is a necessary truth that there aren’t any.

S
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p
ose w

e grant E
d

w
ard

s’ claim
 that 

N
ecessarily, if som

eone know
s that p

, then p
.

It seem
s to follow

 from
 this, given w

hat w
e have just said

, that the follow
ing is also true:

5. W
e have no choice ab

out the fact that if G
od

 know
s that w

e w
ill p

erform
 som

e action, then w
e 

w
ill p

erform
 that action.

3. W
e have no choice ab

out G
od

’s know
ing that in 

    the future I w
ill p

erform
 a certain action. (1,2)
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B
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e have no choice ab
out the fact that if G

od
 

    know
s that w

e w
ill p

erform
 som

e action, then w
e 

    w
ill p

erform
 that action.

B
ut now

 focus on p
rem

ises 3, 4, and
 5. 

P
rem

ise 3 m
entions som

ething that w
e have no 

choice ab
out. 

P
rem

ise 5 says that if w
e have no choice ab

out 
that thing, then w

e have no choice ab
out our 

future actions. 

P
rem

ise 4 says that if b
oth those things are the 

case, then w
e also have no choice ab

out our 
future actions.

Therefore, it seem
s to follow

 from
 p

rem
ises 3-5 

that:

C
. W

e have no choice ab
out w

hether w
e w

ill 
     p

erform
 som

e future action.

B
ut of course, if this is true, then w

e have no 
free w

ill.

3. W
e have no choice ab

out G
od

’s know
ing that in 

    the future I w
ill p

erform
 a certain action. (1,2)
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C
. W

e have no choice ab
out w

hether w
e w

ill 
     p

erform
 som

e future action.

__________________________________________

This argum
ent is sim

ilar in form
 to the conseq

uence argum
ent. In that argum

ent w
e 

assum
ed

 that d
eterm

inism
 is true and

 d
erived

 the result that w
e have no choice ab

out 
future actions. That argum

ent, if successful, estab
lished

 the cond
itional claim

 that if 
d

eterm
inism

 is true, th
e

n
 w

e have no free w
ill.

In th
is argum

ent w
e assum

e not that d
eterm

inism
 is true, b

ut rather that G
od

 know
s w

hat 
actions w

e w
ill p

erform
 in the future. From

 this assum
p

tion w
e d

erived
 the result that w

e 
have no choice ab

out future actions. S
o

 th
is

 a
rg

u
m

e
n

t, if s
u

c
c

e
s
s
fu

l, e
s
ta

b
lis

h
e

s
 th

e
 

c
o

n
d

itio
n

a
l c

la
im

 th
a

t if G
o

d
 k

n
o

w
s
 o

f o
u

r fu
tu

re
 a

c
tio

n
s
, th

e
n

 w
e

 h
a

v
e

 n
o

 fre
e

 w
ill.

3. W
e have no choice ab

out G
od

’s know
ing that in 

    the future I w
ill p

erform
 a certain action. (1,2)

M
ost trad

itional C
hristian view

s, as w
ell as the view

s of m
any other religions, hold

 b
oth that 

w
e have free w

ill, and
 that G

od
 know

s in ad
vance w

hat w
e are going to d

o. To d
efend

 this 
view

, one need
s to find

 a flaw
 in E

d
w

ard
s’ argum

ent.
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O
n the face of it, there are four p

rem
ises w

hich one m
ight reject: 1, 2, 4, and

 5. B
ut it is 

w
orth noting at the outset that there is an im

m
ed

iate p
rob

lem
, from

 the p
oint of view

 of the 
religious b

eliever, w
ith rejecting p

rem
ise 4.

O
ne of the im

p
ortant asp

ects of free w
ill, from

 the p
oint of religious b

elief, is that it p
rom

ises to 
exp

lain the existence of certain sorts of evil in the w
orld
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ut, as w

e noted
 in our d

iscussion of the 
free w

ill d
efense, this sort of exp

lanation only m
akes sense if free w

ill is incom
p

atib
le w

ith 
d

eterm
inism

.
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In w
hat follow

s, I w
ill therefore just sup

p
ose that p

rem
ise 

4 is true. H
ow

 else m
ight one rep

ly to E
d

w
ard

s’ 
argum

ent?

O
ne assum

p
tion of the argum

ent is that G
od

 knew
 in

 th
e

 
p

a
s
t w

hat w
e w

ill d
o; and

 this seem
s to im

p
ly that G

od
 

exists in tim
e. This view

 of the relationship
 b

etw
een G

od
 

and
 tim

e w
as d

enied
 b

y Thom
as A

q
uinas.

A
q

u
in

a
s
 o

n
 tim

e
 a

n
d

 fo
re

k
n

o
w

le
d

g
e

“although contingent things becom
e actual successively, 

nevertheless G
od know

s contingent things not 
successively, as they are in their ow

n being, as w
e do but 

sim
ultaneously. The reason is because H

is know
ledge is 

m
easured by eternity, as is also H
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, then q

, then w
e have no 

    choice ab
out q

.
5. W

e have no choice ab
out the fact that if G

od
 

    know
s that w

e w
ill p

erform
 som

e action, then w
e 

    w
ill p

erform
 that action.

C
. W

e have no choice ab
out w

hether w
e w

ill 
     p

erform
 som

e future action.

__________________________________________
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out G
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ing that in 
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 a certain action. (1,2)
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q
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out this, then it looks like 
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ne m

ain p
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ent is not that w
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e of tim

e is false, b
ut that, even if he 
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s to b

e a w
ay to reform

ulate 
E

d
w

ard
s’ argum

ent and
 still show

 the 
incom

p
atib

ility of free w
ill and

 d
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foreknow
led

ge.
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A
q

uinas’ ob
jection focuses on p

rem
ise 2 of E

d
w

ard
s’ 

argum
ent. A

 q
uite d

ifferent rep
ly focuses on p

rem
ise 1 

of E
d

w
ard

s’ argum
ent.

This rep
ly to the 

p
rob

lem
 of free w

ill 
and

 foreknow
led

ge 
is often associated

 
w

ith W
illiam

 of 
O

ckham
, an 

E
nglish 

p
hilosop

her and
 

theologian w
ho 

w
as b

orn ab
out 15 

years after 
A

q
uinas’ d

eath, in 
1288.
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le, the follow

ing m
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e true:
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 tod
ay, your room

m
ate knew

 that you w
ould

 eat a ham
b

urger for lunch.
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ow
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agine that at noon you are in the d

ining hall, ab
out to grab

 a ham
b

urger, w
hen you are sud

d
enly 

overcom
e w

ith an unlikely d
esire for a fish sand

w
ich. D

o you have a choice ab
out w

hether you w
ill choose the 

ham
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w
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s that you d
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ut then it also seem
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w
hether your room

m
ate, at 10 am

, knew
 that you w

ould
 eat a ham

b
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fter all, if you had
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m
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elief that you w

ould
 eat a ham

b
urger w

ould
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hence n
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out G
od

’s know
ing that in 

    the future I w
ill p

erform
 a certain action. (1,2)

This rep
ly to the 

p
rob
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 of free w

ill 
and

 foreknow
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is often associated
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 of 
O
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, an 

E
nglish 
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her and
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out 15 

years after 
A
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s that you d
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etim
es have a choice ab

out p
ast events: you had
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out w
hether, in the p

ast, your room
m

ate knew
 that you w
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 eat a ham
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B
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s that you d
o som

etim
es have a choice ab
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hether, in the p

ast, your room
m

ate knew
 that you w

ould
 eat a ham

b
urger for lunch.
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out w

hether your room
m

ate even 
b

elieved
 that you w

ould
 eat a ham

b
urger for lunch?

This d
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 p
ossib

le: it seem
s that w

hile you d
o have a choice ab

out w
hether your room

m
ate at som

e 
tim

e in the p
ast knew

 som
ething ab

out your b
ehavior, you d

o not have a choice ab
out w

hether your 
room

m
ate at som

e tim
e in the p

ast b
elieved

 som
ething ab

out your b
ehavior. This m

ight lead
 you to think that 

there are som
e p

ast events that w
e d

o have a choice ab
out, and

 som
e that w

e d
o not. This is w

hat O
ckham

 
thought. O

ne m
ight exp

ress this id
ea b

y saying that som
e facts ab

out the p
ast are h

a
rd

 fa
c

ts -- facts ab
out 

w
hich w

e have no choice -- w
hereas other facts ab

out the p
ast are s

o
ft fa

c
ts -- facts ab

out w
hich w

e d
o 

have a choice.
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, and
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, then q

, then w
e have no 
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out q

.
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ill p

erform
 a certain action. (1,2)
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p
hilosop

her and
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s that w
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there are som
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e that w
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o not. This is w

hat O
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thought. O
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ress this id
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y saying that som
e facts ab

out the p
ast are h
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rd
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ts -- facts ab
out 

w
hich w

e have no choice -- w
hereas other facts ab

out the p
ast are s

o
ft fa

c
ts -- facts ab

out w
hich w

e d
o 

have a choice.

Let’s grant that there is such a d
istinction b

etw
een hard

 and
 soft facts. For O

ckham
’s rep

ly to this argum
ent to 

w
ork, w

e need
 m

ore than the id
ea that there is such a d

istinction: w
e also need

 to assum
e that facts ab

out 
w

hat G
od

 know
s are soft facts.
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 som

e future action.

__________________________________________

3. W
e have no choice ab

out G
od

’s know
ing that in 

    the future I w
ill p

erform
 a certain action. (1,2)

A
t first, this m

ight seem
 very p

lausib
le: after all, w

e have alread
y seen that facts ab

out w
hat your room

m
ate 

know
s are soft facts. W

hy not then also facts ab
out w

hat G
od

 know
s?

This rep
ly to the 

p
rob

lem
 of free w

ill 
and

 foreknow
led

ge 
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ith W
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 of 
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ckham
, an 
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her and
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2. In the p
ast, G
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    actions.
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__________________________________________

3. W
e have no choice ab

out G
od

’s know
ing that in 

    the future I w
ill p

erform
 a certain action. (1,2)

A
t first, this m

ight seem
 very p

lausib
le: after all, w

e have alread
y seen that facts ab

out w
hat your room

m
ate 

know
s are soft facts. W

hy not then also facts ab
out w

hat G
od

 know
s?

B
ut think for a m

om
ent ab

out w
hy you had

 som
e control over w

hether, tw
o hours ago, your room

m
ate knew

 
w

hat you w
ould

 d
o: this w

as b
ecause you had

 the p
ow

er to d
o som

ething w
hich is such that, if you d

id
 that 

thing, your room
m

ate’s b
elief w

ould
 have b

een false, and
 hence w

ould
 not have b

een know
led

ge. B
ut d

o w
e 

have the p
ow

er to d
o som

ething w
hich is such that, if w

e d
id

 that thing w
e w

ould
 have m

ad
e one of G

od
’s 

b
eliefs false? This seem

s unlikely; it d
oes not seem

 to b
e w

ithin our p
ow

er to m
ake G

od
 less than om

niscient.

This rep
ly to the 

p
rob

lem
 of free w

ill 
and

 foreknow
led

ge 
is often associated

 
w

ith W
illiam

 of 
O

ckham
, an 

E
nglish 

p
hilosop

her and
 

theologian w
ho 

w
as b

orn ab
out 15 

years after 
A

q
uinas’ d

eath, in 
1288.



A
q

uinas’ ob
jection focuses on p

rem
ise 2 of E

d
w

ard
s’ 

argum
ent. A

 q
uite d

ifferent rep
ly focuses on p

rem
ise 1 

of E
d

w
ard

s’ argum
ent.

E
d

w
a

rd
s
’ a

rg
u

m
e

n
t fo

r th
e

 in
c

o
m

p
a

tib
ility

 o
f 

fre
e

 w
ill a

n
d

 d
iv

in
e

 fo
re

k
n

o
w

le
d

g
e

1
. W

e
 h

a
v
e

 n
o

 c
h

o
ic

e
 a

b
o

u
t p

a
s
t e

v
e

n
ts

.

2. In the p
ast, G

od
 had

 foreknow
led

ge of our future 
    actions.

4. If w
e have no choice ab

out p
, and

 no choice 
    ab

out the fact that if p
, then q

, then w
e have no 

    choice ab
out q

.
5. W

e have no choice ab
out the fact that if G

od
 

    know
s that w

e w
ill p

erform
 som

e action, then w
e 

    w
ill p

erform
 that action.

C
. W

e have no choice ab
out w

hether w
e w

ill 
     p

erform
 som

e future action.

__________________________________________

3. W
e have no choice ab

out G
od

’s know
ing that in 

    the future I w
ill p

erform
 a certain action. (1,2)

B
ut think for a m

om
ent ab

out w
hy you had

 som
e control over w

hether, tw
o hours ago, your room

m
ate knew

 
w

hat you w
ould

 d
o: this w

as b
ecause you had

 the p
ow

er to d
o som

ething w
hich is such that, if you d

id
 that 

thing, your room
m

ate’s b
elief w

ould
 have b

een false, and
 hence w

ould
 not have b

een know
led

ge. B
ut d

o w
e 

have the p
ow

er to d
o som

ething w
hich is such that, if w

e d
id

 that thing w
e w

ould
 have m

ad
e one of G

od
’s 

b
eliefs false? This seem

s unlikely; it d
oes not seem

 to b
e w

ithin our p
ow

er to m
ake G

od
 less than om

niscient.

S
o w

hy m
ight facts ab

out w
hat G

od
 knew

 1000 years ago b
e soft facts, rather than hard

 facts? This is the key 
q

uestion w
hich d

efend
ers of O

ckham
’s solution to this p

rob
lem

 m
ust answ

er. That is, they m
ust exp

lain w
hy it 

is the case that

E
ven though it is im

p
ossib

le for m
e to change the p

ast, it is now
 in m

y p
ow

er to p
erform

 som
e action 

w
hich is such that, if I p

erform
ed

 that action, G
od

 w
ould

 have had
 d

ifferent b
eliefs 1000 years ago.

The d
ifficulty for the d

efend
er of this solution is, that is, to exp

lain how
 w

hat G
od

 b
elieved

 1000 years ago is 
not som

ething w
hich is now

 com
p

letely out of m
y control. This rep

ly to the 
p

rob
lem

 of free w
ill 

and
 foreknow

led
ge 

is often associated
 

w
ith W

illiam
 of 

O
ckham

, an 
E

nglish 
p

hilosop
her and

 
theologian w

ho 
w

as b
orn ab

out 15 
years after 
A

q
uinas’ d

eath, in 
1288.



The strategies of A
q

uinas and
 O

ckham
 are each w

ays 
of trying to show

 that free w
ill and

 d
ivine 

foreknow
led

ge are c
o

m
p

a
tib

le. B
ut one m

ight, of 
course, also sim

p
ly accep

t E
d

w
ard

s’ argum
ent, and

 
say that d

ivine foreknow
led

ge and
 free w

ill are 
in

c
o

m
p

a
tib

le
.

E
d

w
a

rd
s
’ a

rg
u

m
e

n
t fo

r th
e

 in
c

o
m

p
a

tib
ility

 o
f 

fre
e

 w
ill a

n
d

 d
iv

in
e

 fo
re

k
n

o
w

le
d

g
e

1. W
e have no choice ab

out p
ast events.

2. In the p
ast, G

od
 had

 foreknow
led

ge of our future 
    actions.

4. If w
e have no choice ab

out p
, and

 no choice 
    ab

out the fact that if p
, then q

, then w
e have no 

    choice ab
out q

.
5. W

e have no choice ab
out the fact that if G

od
 

    know
s that w

e w
ill p

erform
 som

e action, then w
e 

    w
ill p

erform
 that action.

C
. W

e have no choice ab
out w

hether w
e w

ill 
     p

erform
 som

e future action.

__________________________________________

3. W
e have no choice ab

out G
od

’s know
ing that in 

    the future I w
ill p

erform
 a certain action. (1,2)

D
efend

ers of this p
osition m

ust, then, either d
eny that 

w
e have free w

ill, or d
eny that G

od
 know

s in ad
vance 

w
hat w

e are going to d
o. W

e have alread
y consid

ered
 

som
e of the p

rob
lem

s w
ith d

enying the existence of 
free w

ill; let’s consid
er w

hether it is p
lausib

le to d
eny 

the existence of d
ivine foreknow

led
ge. (W

e’re asking, 
of course, w

hether it is p
lausib

le for a religious b
eliever 

to d
eny d

ivine foreknow
led

ge; atheists of course d
eny 

that there is any such thing.)

A
n initial p

rob
lem

 facing this strategy is to exp
lain w

hy this is not sim
p

ly a d
enial of the thesis that G

od
 is om

niscient.

H
ere I think that one w

ho d
enies d

ivine foreknow
led

ge should
 say som

ething like this:

“To say that G
od

 is om
niscient is to say that G

od
 know

s all the facts. To d
eny that G

od
 is 

om
niscient, then, is to say that there is at least one fact that G

od
 d

oes not know
. B

ut I am
 

not saying that. I am
 not saying that b

ecause, w
hile I a

m
 saying that G

od
 d

oes not know
 

w
hether, in five m

inutes, I w
ill sing the fight song, I am

 n
o

t saying that there is a fact 
ab

out w
hether, in five m

inutes, I w
ill sing the fight song. I d

on’t think that there are such 
facts; ind

eed
, I d

on’t think that there are any facts (yet) ab
out w

hich free actions I w
ill and

 
w

ill not p
erform

. S
o, I d

on’t think that there are any facts that G
od

 d
oes not know

.”

Is this a sufficient rep
ly to the ob

jection? W
hat w

ould
 A

ristotle have to say ab
out the d

enial of the claim
 that there are 

any truths ab
out the future?
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q
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 O

ckham
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ays 
of trying to show

 that free w
ill and

 d
ivine 

foreknow
led

ge are c
o

m
p

a
tib

le. B
ut one m

ight, of 
course, also sim

p
ly accep

t E
d

w
ard

s’ argum
ent, and

 
say that d

ivine foreknow
led

ge and
 free w

ill are 
in

c
o

m
p

a
tib

le
.

E
d

w
a

rd
s
’ a

rg
u

m
e

n
t fo

r th
e

 in
c

o
m

p
a

tib
ility

 o
f 

fre
e

 w
ill a

n
d

 d
iv

in
e

 fo
re

k
n

o
w

le
d

g
e

1. W
e have no choice ab

out p
ast events.

2. In the p
ast, G

od
 had

 foreknow
led

ge of our future 
    actions.

4. If w
e have no choice ab

out p
, and

 no choice 
    ab

out the fact that if p
, then q

, then w
e have no 

    choice ab
out q

.
5. W

e have no choice ab
out the fact that if G

od
 

    know
s that w

e w
ill p

erform
 som

e action, then w
e 

    w
ill p

erform
 that action.

C
. W

e have no choice ab
out w

hether w
e w

ill 
     p

erform
 som

e future action.

__________________________________________

3. W
e have no choice ab

out G
od

’s know
ing that in 

    the future I w
ill p

erform
 a certain action. (1,2)

D
efend

ers of this p
osition m

ust, then, either d
eny that 

w
e have free w

ill, or d
eny that G

od
 know

s in ad
vance 

w
hat w

e are going to d
o. W

e have alread
y consid

ered
 

som
e of the p

rob
lem

s w
ith d

enying the existence of 
free w

ill; let’s consid
er w

hether it is p
lausib

le to d
eny 

the existence of d
ivine foreknow

led
ge. (W

e’re asking, 
of course, w

hether it is p
lausib

le for a religious b
eliever 

to d
eny d

ivine foreknow
led

ge; atheists of course d
eny 

that there is any such thing.)

A
 second

 kind
 of w

orry ab
out the d

enial of d
ivine foreknow

led
ge com

es sp
ecific view

s w
hich are a p

art of the b
eliefs of 

various religions. 

In the case of C
hristianity, for exam

p
le, various p

assages in b
oth the O

ld
 and

 N
ew

 Testam
ents seem

 to im
p

ly the 
existence of d

ivine foreknow
led

ge. C
onsid

er, for exam
p

le the follow
ing w

ell-know
n p

assage from
 the G

osp
el of 

M
atthew

, in w
hich Jesus is sp

eaking to P
eter:

“Truly, I tell you, this very night, b
efore the rooster crow

s, you w
ill d

eny m
e three tim

es.”

O
ne w

ho d
enies d

ivine foreknow
led

ge seem
s forced

 into saying either that Jesus d
id

 not really know
 w

hat he said
, or 

that P
eter’s d

enial w
as not free. O

ne thing to think ab
out is w

hether these are the only op
tions, and

 w
hether either of 

these is p
lausib

le.


